Introduction, Our study focuses on an audit of the pedagogical quality of the training of educational inspectors in the center of education inspectors' training (CFIE) at Rabat-Morocco. Its main purpose is to identify the 'standard' indicators and andragogical variables determining the quality of our training device. For the issue of "How to audit the pedagogical quality of training", we responded by building an adapted multidimensional model of quality audit: the MASEMCO model. Methodology, Our deployed methodological approach is obviously "mixed". It is exploratory because it promotes the investigation and inquiry; and it combines, via the principle of total triangulation, methods of collection and analysis of qualitative (Muchielli, 2009 , Strauss & Corbin, 2004 and quantitative data (Karsenti & Savoie-Zajc, 2011; Giard , 2007) . Results, Factor analysis of the data revealed that among the 32 analyzed variables, only ten represent 64.53% of training quality. No single factor is dominant; all have almost the same value. All influence in similar proportions the quality of our device. These ten factors are the principal indicators of pedagogical quality of CFIE, and represent less than 10% of variance. Conclusion, The device quality at CFIE is relatively unsatisfactory. It is plural and determined by a battery of ten indicators. Our training device has several deficiencies relating to different dimensions. However, the MASEMCO model presents some shortcomings. It does not cover the professional dimensions of training. Therefore, it deserves to be used in conjunction with other assessment models of professional practice or professional skills of inspectors.
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Introduction
Quality problem in training is recurrent in debates nationally and internationally. Quality approach is struggling to settle in our training devices. The analysis of the literature review clearly states that the barrier to the implementation of a quality training system is linked to three main factors: (1) lack of relevant indicators (Joab Dimont & 2008) (2) the absence of template and reliable tools for measuring quality in education and training (Dill & Beerkens, 2010) ; and (3) non-integration of the quality approach in our training systems (Vinokur, 2006) . This theoretical and methodological lack leads us to focus more on the different dimensions of the training device (TD) at CFIE in Rabat, and formulate a research problem which raises the question of quality audit of TD as a complex system (Von Bertalanffy, 2012) .
Purpose
Our study focuses on an audit of the pedagogical quality of the training of educational inspectors in the center of education inspectors' training (CFIE) at Rabat-Morocco. Its main purpose is to identify the "standard" indicators and andragogical variables determining the quality of our training device. From the problem "How to audit the pedagogical quality of the training system", two main issues arose: "What is the quality of the TD at CFIE?" and "What are the determinants of the quality of the TD at CFIE?".
Material and Method
To these questions, we responded by building a multidimensional model of quality audit of TD: the MASEMCO model. Indeed, through the nominal group technique (NGT) applied to a group of six researchers (three CFIE trainers and three experienced inspectors), six dimensions were generated: Modules, Alternation, Practicum, Evaluation, Thesis of training end and Organization Conditions.
Based on these dimensions, a questionnaire and an interview guide was developed and validated by the same group. This tool will measure the quality of TD from the view of the students. The relationship between quality of TD (Behrens, 2007) , students attitude (Masciotra & Medzo, 2009 ) and their perception (Bonnet, 2006) will be measured and established.
Methodology
Our methodological approach deployed is obviously "mixed". It is exploratory because it advocates the investigation and inquiry, and combines the methods of collection and analysis qualitative (Muchielli, 2009; Strauss & Corbin, 2004) and quantitative data (Karsenti & Savoie-Zajc, 2011; Giard, 2007) .
Measuring instruments
As a source of data collection, we opted for two complementary tools: questionnaire and interview. The questionnaire consists of 57 statements including six open questions. It covers the "detailed" satisfaction students (De Ketele, 2006) to the relevance and effectiveness of different dimensions of training. While our interview is exploratory and semi-structured type. Our subjects are inspection professionals (trainers, tutors and inspectors). They know our subject as they work there. Therefore there is no question to scholastically direct them during our interview.
Variables analyzed
Our research attempts to describe, analyze and distribute research variables in two main axes: the variables specific to the pedagogical organization; and those specific to the spatiotemporal and logistical organization at CFIE. For the first axis, it will include the following variables: practicum; theoretical modules (common modules and specific modules); thesis of training end; evaluation and alternation. As to the second axis, it concerns one big variable: the spatio-temporal and logistical organization with the following parameters: logistics, space, time, methods and styles of training.
Participants
Our population is composed of all the partners of the training at CFIE: -Students-inspectors (P1, n = 99) of the 2010-2012 cohort (2nd year); -Inspectors already in service (P2, n = 11) of the 2009 to 2011 cohort; -Tutors inspectors of practical training (P3, n = 07); and -University trainers at CFIE (P4, n = 05). This process of population triangulation -that articulates three areas namely: the institution (trainers and tutors), inspectors (professionals) and students -is set up to enhance the reliability and validity of the data collected on the one hand; and to respect with discernment the principles of representativeness and of significativity (De Singly, 1992) .
Data Processing
Our data collected underwent a double analysis: statistical and qualitative. All data were processed by SPSS version 20 and Excel 2007. In the quantitative analysis, it was used: -Kruskal & Wallis Test (KWT) to compare the distributions of scores of the six training dimensions (dependent variables VD) according to two groups of independent variables (VI): four specialties, and four satisfaction levels.
-The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) in order to identify groups of variables that combine to explain the quality of training. For this we used in particular the principal component analysis (PCA), as an exploratory analysis method (Benzecri 2006) . It defines, at first, the structure of correlations between these variables. Then, in a second time, it determines a set of common dimensions called "key drivers" of device quality.
-The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) index to check to what extent the variables constitute a coherent whole and help provide an adequate measure of the quality of device.
In the qualitative analysis, we used three different methods: -The method of thematic content analysis (TCA) (Bardin, 2007) , during which five phases were observed: corpus constitution, phase of selection, interpretation phase of the meaning units, coding phase and data categorization phase.
-The logical-semantic method (Benveniste, 1964; Ricoeur, 1967) , which considers only the signified meaning immediately accessible. It proceeds by counting, inventory, codification and correlation identification between the words or ideas generated.
-The semantic and structural analysis which, unlike the logical-semantic method, seeks to go beyond the manifest content to reach the implicit meaning, the hidden meaning of the sentence not immediately perceived at first reading (Rastier, 1987; Greimas, 1966) .
Results and Discussion
Our results will be presented and discussed in two ways: variation of scores of TD dimensions and the factor analysis of quality variables.
Variation of scores of dimensions
The changes in scores of the six dimensions of TD (practical training, thesis of training end, assessment, alternation, pedagogical organization and common modules) and their levels of significance (P) and their values at Kruskal & Wallis Test are presented in the table 1 below depending on the specialty and the overall satisfaction level of the students. 
The factor analysis of the variables of quality of TD
Factor analysis of the data revealed that among 32 variables derived and analyzed; only 10 alone account for 64.53% of the quality of training. None of the factors is dominant, all have almost the same value, and influence in similar proportions quality device. These 10 factors are the principal indicators of pedagogical quality of TD, and represent less than 10% variance. Table 2 in Appendix shows these factors in relation to their respective components.
a. Alternation: a juxtapositive articulation
The results deduced about the variable "alternation" denounce the inadequacy of the articulation between theory and practice. There is no real bridge interaction between theory and practice. The relationship between the training in center and the training in practicum is simply juxtapositive and sometimes diametrically opposed. In addition, some theoretical modules, deemed capital for practicum as inspection, audit and evaluation are not programmed or are scheduled later. Moreover, neither the content of training or practical training activities nor the types of supervision applied are formalized by the CFIE. These are left to the initiative of the practical training tutors (Korthagen, 2010) . The trainers and tutors promote administrative communication (notes and circulars) (Miller & McDiarmid Luttrell-Montes, 2006 ) and underestimate the work of "collegiality" (Apter, 2002) .
b. Training modules
According to 39% of respondents, the training modules are considered too academic. They are widely lived by students as a collection of courses often without direct relationships (Darling-Hammond, Eiler, & Marcus, 2002) , without congruence (between objectives and contents) and without pedagogical congruence (horizontal congruence: inter-modules; and vertical congruence: intra-module) (Astolfi et al., 1997) . Their contents are based mostly on a "fragmented vision" and "isolated" knowledge between the modules and field experiences. The students complain their training device be unrealistic (Escalie & Chalies, 2011) . This context finally puts students unable to make the transition "from knowledge to skills" (Square, 2005; Jamet, 2013) .
c. Practical training
Our results report that the quality of practicum depends solely on the quality of coaching "supervisory level" with a value of (p <0.014). The quality coaching reflects both the skills, experiences and qualifications of the tutor. The more the tutor is competent and experienced more his professional value would be significant.
However, other researches have shown that the poor quality of the practicum can be attributed mainly to the nonmotivation of tutors and unfavorable tutoring conditions (Nault, 2004; Jorro, 2012) . Therefore, it would be useful to initiate a study to analyze the degree of motivation and motivational attributes (Maugeri, 2004) of tutors in relation to the quality of the practicum.
d. Evaluation
The CFIE has no formal mode or system of systematic evaluation of the different dimensions of TD: modules (common and specific), thesis of training end (evaluation of the document and the presentation evaluation), practicum (evaluation of progress, assessment of skills, evaluation of the activities or evaluation of report, etc?). The plurality of the valuation methods used by trainers (FU, TP and EM) hardly promotes fairness and equal opportunities for students.
e. Thesis of Training end
It seems that the thesis have no unity within the CFIE. In all sectors, the treated themes are disparate and varied. Their relevance to the education system and the inspector profession is not often demonstrated.
The statistical treatment of results first shows that 90% of students believe that the time allocated to research is insufficient in comparison to the weekly number of hours of training (32 hours). On the other hand, more than 2/3 of respondents believe that bibliographic resource of the center (library) is insufficient. For our part, to facilitate the work of thesis, we recommend programming a module "thesis of training end", whose goal is to assist students in their thesis through practical work and case studies applied to their study themes.
f. The spatio-temporal organization and logistics of the training
Overall, the dimension "organizational requirements» has accumulated a score of 0.59 points out of 3. Thus, 54% of students denounce the poor quality of training areas in the center. This result can be explained by the fact that the CFIE was in rehabilitation, and that training took place in three different institutions: two schools and COPE .
In addition, the number of hours of training is considered too tiring and leaves no time for self-training and research. So we have to adapt engineering and temporal organization of training to the rythm of adults and promote the professional andragogy instead of school pedagogy.
Conclusion
The device quality at CFIE is relatively unsatisfactory. It is plural and determined by a battery of ten indicators (Table 2 in -The inadequacy of the adopted type of alternation and charge of weekly and annual volume of training; -Lack of formalism of practicum activities and poor coordination between training partners (tutors, professors, administration); -Programming some modules which are not based on any established standard or on progression of levels skills; -The impertinence of some modules and the absence of other deemed useful to the inspection profession; -Ergonomic and logistic conditions deemed disadvantaging training. However, the MASEMCO model deployed along our research, present some limitations. It does not cover all professional dimensions of training. Therefore, it deserves to be used in conjunction with other training evaluation models such as models of: CIRO (Warr, Bird & Rackham, 1970) , Kraiger et al. (1993) , ROI (Phillips, 2003; McCain, 2005) , Beech & Leather (2006) , Bournazel (2005) and the circular evaluation (Dejean, 2004) . 
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